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REPLY BRIEF 

Mail Stop Appeal Brief-Patents 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

In response to the Examiner’s Answer mailed January 10, 2008, Appellant 
submits this Reply Brief responding to the points raised in the Examiner’s Answer. Appellant 
generally includes herein only the sections required under 37 C.F.R. § 41 .41 and the Manual of 
Patent Examining Procedure § 1208, since the remaining information is provided in the Appeal 
Brief filed October 23, 2007. The pending claims on appeal, although unchanged from the 
Appeal Brief, are attached as Exhibit A solely for the Board’s convenience. 

Also submitted herewith is a Request for Oral Hearing under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(d), 
with fee authorization. No additional fee is believed to be due for this submission. If any 
additional fees are due, however, please charge such fees to Winston & Strawn LLP Deposit 
Account No. 50-1814. 
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1. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-20 were submitted upon filing of application 10/679,292 on October 7, 
2003. In an Office Action dated September 27, 2006, claims 3-7, 15-17, 19, and 20 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description 
requirement. Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) or, in the alternative, 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), over U.S. Publication No. 2003/0017932 to VandenBiesen et al. 
(“VandenBiesen”), and under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 6,030,596 to Vilella Jirau 
(“Vilella Jirau”), taken with Appellant’s admissions. Claims 1, 2, 4, and 8-15 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) or, in the alternative, 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Vilella Jirau. In an 
Amendment filed December 20, 2006, claims 4, 14, 16, and 18 were cancelled, claims 1-3, 5, 6, 

15, 17, and 19 were amended, and claims 21-23 were added. 

In a Final Office Action dated March 20, 2007, claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19- 
23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over VandenBiesen and Vilella Jirau, both taken with 
Appellant’s admissions. A Response to the Final Office Action was filed on July 19, 2007, 
along with Declarations under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 of John King dated July 10, 2007 (the “King 
Declaration”) and Alex Grizenko dated July 17, 2007 (the “Grizenko Declaration”). 

An Advisory Action was mailed July 24, 2007, indicating that the response to the 
Final Office Action was not deemed to place the application in condition for allowance, and that 
the Declarations under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 were not persuasive. 

Claims 7-13 and 20 have been twice rejected in their present form. 

Claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19-23 are on appeal and are presented in Appendix A. 

Thus, the status of claims is as follows as stated in the Examiner’s Answer: 

Claims allowed: None 

Claims rejected and on appeal: 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19-23 
Claims withdrawn: None 
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2 . 



GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 



Claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
obvious over VandenBiesen, taken with Appellant’s admissions. Claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 
19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Vilella Jirau, taken with Appellant’s 
admissions. 




3. ARGUMENT 

The Examiner’s rejections of the pending claims are in error because the claimed 
methods are neither taught, disclosed, nor suggested by the disclosures of VandenBiesen or 
Vilella Jirau, and the present claims are therefore not rendered obvious by these references. 

For the reasons set forth in the Appeal Brief, and for further reasons below, 
Appellant respectfully requests that the Examiner’s obviousness rejections be reversed and that 
claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19-23 be allowed. Appellant addresses herein only the points 
raised in the Examiner’s Answer. 

A. The Examiner’s Statements Regarding VandenBiesen 

The Examiner states that “VandenBiesen teaches converting complex organic 
compounds to carbon to diamond, just as the present claims do - where the source of the 
diamond is known, and thus is of the same tenor as the present disclosure.” 1 The Examiner also 
states that “using a plant material rather than an animal material is an obvious expedient because 
both contain predominantly carbon atoms and hence can serve as sources for 
graphite/diamond.” 2 In these statements, the Examiner indicates that any source of carbon would 
be obvious over the animal material disclosed in VandenBiesen. The statements suggest that 
only starting materials that do not contain carbon would be non-obvious - an impossible 
situation since diamonds are cannot be made without carbon. Such categorical denial, based 
merely on the presence of carbon, is a broad and vacuous generalization that is unwarranted in 
view of prior art disclosures and further that such a position fails to support a prima facie case of 
obviousness over VandenBiesen. 

As explained in the Appeal Brief, the present claims use an organic plant starting 
material that is completely different from the human and animal remains used in VandenBiesen 
and that achieves a different purpose and effect. While both human and animal remains of 
VandenBiesen and organic plant material of the claims provide a source of carbon, they are two 
completely different types of materials and share no similarities other than including carbon and 
being pyrolyzable into graphite. 

1 Examiner’s Answer at p. 4. 

2 Id. at p. 3. 
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Further, VandenBiesen simply does not disclose, suggest, or relate to the claimed 
methods of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift that includes organic plant 
material, and therefore is not “of the same tenor as the present disclosure” as the Examiner 
contends. VandenBiesen is directed to memorializing a deceased human or animal by making a 
synthetic gem from the human or animal remains. By contrast, the present claims are directed to 
methods of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift that includes organic plant 
material by preparing a synthetic diamond from the organic plant material. The claimed methods 
thus allow a gift to be converted into a more permanent or eternal manifestation that symbolizes 
the feelings of the gift-giver toward the recipient, and provides a link between the starting 
material of the gift and the final synthetic diamond product that is neither disclosed nor 
suggested in VandenBiesen. 

In addition, because a significantly different starting material is utilized, the 
synthetic diamond produced according to the present claims is also actually and significantly 
different from the synthetic gem of VandenBiesen. In particular, a synthetic diamond produced 
according to the claims has a distinct “signature” - composed of numerous elements of specific 
amounts of parts per million — that is different from that of a synthetic gem produced according 
to VandenBiesen. 3 The “signature” indicates that the synthetic diamond produced according to 
the claims does in fact have a different constitution from the synthetic gem of VandenBiesen. 
Therefore, the claimed methods are completely different from VandenBiesen and produce 
products that are significantly and substantively different from the synthetic gem of 
VandenBiesen. 

The Examiner also states that Appellant’s argument “does not clearly elaborate as 
to why the diamonds made by VandenBiesen have ‘limited uses’” and that it is not clear “why 
plants have ‘universal symbolism’ and humans do not.” 4 In response, Appellant notes that the 
Appeal Brief clearly explains that the synthesizing process of VandenBiesen has a limited use 
because of the specificity of its starting material, i.e., particular human and animal remains to be 
memorialized, which imparts only a narrower, personal significance that is specific to the human 



3 Appeal Brief at p. 6. 

4 Examiner’s Answer at p. 4. 
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or animal remains used. 5 The gem produced by the VandenBiesen process would have the 
intended significance, i.e., as a memorial or keepsake, only if the human or animal remains used 
to make the gem initially had some personal significance to the owner of the gem. Certainly, a 
gem made from a stranger’s remains would not have the same significance and value as a gem 
made from the remains of a loved one. 

By contrast, a gift of organic plant material used in the claimed methods has a 
universal appeal that would be appreciated by the recipient regardless of whether the particular 
plant had any personal significance to or relationship with the recipient. Indeed, gifts of organic 
plants are widely used and universally appreciated because of the universal symbolism and 
appeal they represent. A gift of roses, for example, represents the symbolism of love and 
romance that is not specific to the particular roses given to the recipient. As such, contrary to the 
Examiner’s statement, organic plant material used in the claimed methods has the universal 
symbolism and appeal lacking in the human and animal remains of VandenBiesen. 

With respect to the limitation of color, the Examiner states that “both the present 
specification and VandenBiesen can make any desired color, and do so by techniques that were 
invented years ago by others,” and that using such techniques to make the desired color is “an 
obvious expedient to produce the desired product.” 6 This assertion is unsubstantiated and 
contrary to the evidence of record. As explained in the Appeal Brief, there is no disclosure or 
suggestion in the art of record to make a diamond in the color of the starting material. 7 While 
techniques for coloring a synthetic diamond are known, there is nothing in the art of record that 
discloses or suggests providing an attribute such as color in the resulting product based on the 
same attribute of the starting material. Rather, it is a novel and creative feature of the claimed 
methods to make a synthetic diamond in the same color as the starting material and to make a 
connection between the color of the initial gift of organic material and the color of the synthetic 
diamond made from the organic material of the gift. Further, as explained in the Appeal Brief, 
this feature imparts a greater significance to the diamonds by creating a further visual connection 
between the gift and the diamond and by enabling more complete remembrance of the gift by the 

5 Appeal Brief at p. 6. 

6 Examiner’s Answer at pp. 4-5. 

7 Appeal Brief at p. 9. 
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recipient. 8 Thus, the feature adds a further, unexpected connection between the starting material 
and the resulting diamond product. 

Referring to paragraph 36 of VandenBiesen, the Examiner states that 
“VandenBiesen quite clearly provides a ‘link’ from the source carbon and the diamond.” 9 The 
paragraph in VandenBiesen cited by the Examiner states that “[t]he resulting synthetic gem 
quality crystal comprising carbon from a vertebrate has a unique character to it, because it 
specifically relates to the vertebrate which supplied at least a portion of the carbon for the gem.” 
The paragraph further discloses that “[t]he gem could also be marked with its own individual 
identification corresponding to the vertebrate that the gem originated from [sic] so that it could 
not be confused with a synthetic gem not comprising carbon from a vertebrate.” These 
disclosures further distinguishes the present claims from VandenBiesen. By teaching to use the 
starting material of a vertebrate for a specific purpose, VandenBiesen teaches away from the use 
of organic plant material as recited in the present claims. Further, as explained in the Appeal 
Brief, and as the cited paragraph of VandenBiesen explicitly teaches, vertebrate and organic 
plant material produce different synthetic diamond products, as evinced by their different 
“signatures.” 10 As a person having ordinary skill in the art would understand by examining the 
“signatures,” synthetic diamonds made according to the claimed methods are significantly and 
substantively different from the synthetic diamonds disclosed in the prior art of record. Thus, 
although known synthesizing techniques are used, the synthetic diamonds made according to the 
claimed methods are substantially and patentably different products from those of prior art of 
record. 



B. The Examiner’s Statements Regarding Vilella Jirau 

The Examiner states that using plants as the carbon source “is an obvious 
expedient to provide a source of carbon for the diamond” such that “[u]sing them on the Vilella 
Jirau carbon is an obvious expedient to make the diamond product desired by Vilella Jirau.” 1 1 

8 Id 

9 Examiner’s Answer at p. 5. 

10 Appeal Brief at p. 6. 

1 1 Examiner’s Answer at p. 4. 
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To the contrary, however, the organic plant material used in the present claims would not have 
been an obvious expedient for making a diamond according to Vilella Jirau. As explained in the 
Appeal Brief, Vilella Jirau relates to a particular process for making industrial-quality diamonds. 
As such, the source material for the diamonds would have been chosen based on its availability 
and cost-effectiveness. It would not have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to use a source material that has qualities and properties that go beyond those of the most 
obvious source materials for industrial-quality diamonds. Thus, a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would not have chosen an organic plant — which has heretofore never been used as a 
source material for synthetic diamonds, has qualities and properties that go beyond those of a 
typical source material for industrial-quality, as well as gem-quality, diamonds, and requires 
additional processing steps to be converted into carbon or a carbon-containing compound — as 
the source material for the Vilella Jirau synthesis. An organic plant material, therefore, would 
not have been considered by a person having ordinary skill in the art as “an obvious expedient” 
for use in the Vilella Jirau synthesis. 

The Examiner states that “it has not been established that he [sic] diamonds [made 
according to Vilella Jirau] are of a quality or size different from what is claimed.” 12 As 
explained in the Appeal Brief and the Grizenko and Hatleberg Declarations, however, Vilella 
Jirau relates to a particular process for synthesizing industrial-quality diamonds, and the 
diamonds produced according to Vilella Jirau are included, discolored industrial-quality particles 
of a small crystal size. 13 As a person having ordinary skill in the art knows, such industrial- 
quality diamond particles are of a completely different quality compared to gem-quality 
diamonds. Also, because they are small particles, they cannot be cut for jewelry applications. 
The photographs of sample industrial-quality diamonds that are representative of diamonds that 
would be produced according to Vilella Jirau and gem-quality diamonds produced according to 
the claims dramatically illustrate the qualitative differences between these diamonds. Thus, the 
evidence of record establishes the diamonds produced according to Vilella Jirau have the quality 
and crystal size different from the gem-quality diamonds produced according to the claims. 

12 Id. at p. 5. 

13 Appeal Brief at pp. 9-10; the Grizenko Declaration at Tf 8; the Hatleberg 
Declaration at If 3. 
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The Examiner asserts that “[t]he characterization of the product as ‘discolored’ 
means that it has a color.” 14 This assertion is contrary to the ordinary use and understanding in 
the art of the term “discolored,” which refers to a diamond that has a poor or undesirable color. 

As those of ordinary skill in the art know, the color is an important factor in evaluating the 
quality of a diamond, and gem-quality diamonds such as those produced according to the present 
methods have a substantially different color from the discolored industrial-quality diamonds 
disclosed in Vilella Jirau. 

The Examiner also states that “[a]n alleged mismatch in color does not per se 
impart patentability; a blue diamond is a blue diamond.” 15 This statement also is contrary to the 
knowledge and understanding of those having ordinary skill in the art that two diamonds are not 
necessarily the same merely because they have the same color. A blue diamond, for instance, 
may obtain the blue color because of the presence of boron or because of hydrogen or radiation. 

A blue diamond, therefore, may be constitutionally and substantively different from another blue 
diamond (for example, by having different hydrogen and/or boron contents), even though both 
have the same color. Similarly, synthetic gem-quality diamonds made by the claimed methods 
not only differ from the discolored industrial-quality particles of Vilella Jirau, but also differ 
from other synthetic gem-quality diamonds disclosed in the prior art of record, as evinced by 
their distinct “signatures.” Moreover, as explained in the Appeal Brief, there is nothing in 
Vilella Jirau that discloses or suggests making a synthetic diamond of the same color as the 
starting material. 16 Such visual connection between the starting material and the finished product 
is not even imagined in Vilella Jirau. In fact, because Vilella Jirau does not relate to the direct 
and symbolic link between the starting material and the diamond product produced therefrom, 
any such visual connection between the starting material and the diamond product is unimportant 
and has no significance in Vilella Jirau. 

The Examiner states that the term “gift” does not impart patentability. 17 
Appellant submits that this statement is unwarranted in view of the claim recitations. The 

14 Examiner’s Answer at p. 5. 

15 Id. 

16 Appeal Brief at p. 11. 

17 Examiner’s Answer at p. 5. 
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present claims are directed to methods of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift 
that includes organic plant material and has particular characteristics, wherein the method 
involves transforming certain characteristics of the gift to a more permanent or eternal 
manifestation that symbolizes the feelings of the gift-giver toward the recipient. As explained 
above and throughout the Appeal Brief, the claimed methods combine the gift of organic plant 
material and the gift of a synthetic diamond produced therefrom, and provide a direct and 
surprising link between the organic plant starting material and the synthetic diamond product. 
Such methods are not disclosed or suggested in the prior art of record. Thus, the recitations 
relating to “gifts” and the links between these gifts and the synthetic diamonds are features that 
help distinguish the claims over prior art. Furthermore, making a synthetic diamond from 
organic plant material is a new source of starting material that is not taught, disclosed or 
suggested by any prior art reference. Therefore, the presently claimed methods are patentable 
over prior art. 

The Examiner also states that the phrase “gem quality” is subjective, 18 despite the 
evidence of record that shows that the phrase “gem quality” has well-established meaning in the 
art and is not subject to subjective standards. 19 The Examiner further asserts that “given the 
particular intent to provide an emotional ‘connection,’ ordinary marketplace parameters do not 
necessarily apply,” so “if someone is willing to buy it and wear it, it is a ‘gem.’” 20 Such 
construction of the phrase “gem quality” is not only contrary to the intrinsic records of this 
application, including the disclosure in the specification and explanations submitted during the 
prosecution, .but directly contradicts the meaning of the phrase established in the art. 
Furthermore, regardless of the term used to describe the diamonds, the “gem quality” diamond 
produced according to the claimed methods is substantially and significantly different from the 
included, discolored, small-crystal industrial diamond particles produced by Vilella Jirau, which, 
as one of ordinary skill in the art would have understood, are not suitable for cutting and making 
into anything resembling the “gem quality” diamonds produced according to the claims. 



18 Id. 

19 Appeal Brief at p. 10. 

20 Examiner’s Answer at p. 5. 
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C. The Examiner’s Statements Regarding the Declarations 

Regarding the declarations under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132, the Examiner states that 
Appellant’s statements regarding the Vilella Jirau product are unproven and speculative. 21 In 
response, Appellant submits that the discussion of Vilella Jirau in the Appeal Brief and the 
Grizenko and Hatleberg Declarations, and the photographs of industrial-quality diamonds 
representative of diamonds that would be produced according to Vilella Jirau and gem-quality 
diamonds produced according to the present claims submitted with the Appeal Brief, sufficiently 
show that the industrial-quality Vilella Jirau product is substantially and significantly different in 
nature and quality from the gem-quality diamond produced according to the claims. The 
photographs illustrate a clear contrast between the two products. The Examiner also states that 
the present claims do not require any particular size product. 22 The claims, however, recite “gem 
quality synthetic diamond,” which one of ordinary skill in the art would understand to be 
substantially and significantly different from the small-crystal, industrial-quality particles of 
Vilella Jirau. 

In response to the Examiner’s statements regarding the King Declaration, 23 the 
declaration does not just indicate that the diamonds are “nice looking,” as the Examiner 
contends. The King Declaration, rather, recognizes the significance and novelty of the Rose 
Diamonds made according to the claimed methods, as well as the link between the symbolism of 
a gift of organic plant and the permanence of a synthetic diamond, and places the claimed 
methods in historical context 24 Also, the Examiner’s conclusion that Mr. King did not see the 
original source material is unwarranted. As is clear from the King Declaration, Mr. King 
understands that the Rose Diamonds are made from organic plant material, which, according to 
Mr. King, has not been done before and is truly novel. 25 



22 Id. 

23 Id 

24 See the King Declaration at Iff 3-4. 

25 Id at If 4. 
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With respect to the Grizenko Declaration, Appellant disagrees with the 
Examiner’s statement that the declaration is of an emotional tone and does not address the issues 
at hand. 26 Mr. Grizenko, who has extensive experience in the field of synthetic diamonds and 
who is considered to be one of the world’s few top experts in producing diamonds from organic- 
based carbon, provides observations and statements as one of ordinary skill in the art. Mr. 
Grizenko discusses VandenBiesen and Vilella Jirau, and explains why these references are not 
relevant to the present claims. 27 Mr. Grizenko discusses surprising benefits of the claimed 
methods, such as providing the missing link of the romance of diamonds to synthetic diamonds 
and combining the symbolism of giving roses as a gift to symbolize love to giving diamonds to 
symbolize love. 28 Mr. Grizenko also explains that making gem-quality synthetic diamonds with 
a color that represents the color of the gift of organic plant material creates a connection and 
more complete remembrance of the gift by the recipient. 29 As Mr. Grizenko states as one of 
ordinary skill in the art, he has never considered the potential of using an organic plant material 
such as roses as a starting material to create diamonds, is not aware of any such use of organic 
plant material, and has never seen the connection created by the color of the organic plant 
starting material and a synthetic diamond produced therefrom provided by the claimed 
methods. 30 While the declaration includes Mr. Grizenko ’s opinion that the invention provides a 
“significant and exciting accomplishment,” 31 there is nothing emotional about this statement as 
the Examiner contends. Rather, the statement shows that the claimed invention provide benefits 
that are regarded as “significant and exciting” by one of ordinary skill in the art and that 
“unexpectedly raises the level of consumer acceptance” of synthetic diamonds, which have 
heretofore been met with little enthusiasm. 32 

26 Examiner’s Answer at p. 6. 

27 The Grizenko Declaration at ff 7-8. 

28 Id. at ft 5 and 6. 

29 Id. at f 9. 

30 Id at ff 5, 6, and 9. 

31 Id. at If 6. 

32 Id at m 5-6. 
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In response to the Examiner’s statement that “[t]he allegation of the quality of the 
Vilella Jirau product is subjective and not demonstrated,” 33 the statements in the Grizenko 
Declaration regarding the quality of the Vilella Jirau product are not subjective but are the 
understanding of one of ordinary skill in the art, based on the explicit disclosures in Vilella Jirau, 
that this reference relates to a particular process for making industrial diamonds and therefore is 
not relevant to the present claims. 34 

The Examiner states that “[t]he prior art does not in fact need to ‘recognize the 
symbolism of making a temporal gift permanent.’” 35 The claimed methods, however, as directed 
to making a more permanent or eternal remembrance from a gift that includes organic plant 
material, unexpectedly provide the symbolism of making a temporal gift more permanent. Such 
symbolism is not disclosed or suggested in the prior art of record, and provides unexpected 
benefits by establishing a direct link between the temporal gift and the more permanent or eternal 
remembrance and allowing such more permanent or eternal manifestation of the feelings of the 
gift-giver toward the recipient. The symbolism, therefore, is one of the features that significantly 
and patentably distinguish the claimed methods from the prior art. 

Finally, the Examiner states that “[bjoth King and Grizenko appear to believe that 
the diamonds were synthesized directly from a plant, which is not the case.” 36 As explained in 
the specification and the Appeal Brief, however, synthetic diamonds produced according to the 
claims are indeed synthesized directly from a plant. 37 As each independent claim recites, 
synthetic diamonds are produced by converting the organic plant material into carbon or a 
carbon-containing compound suitable for preparing a synthetic diamond. While other 
ingredients are added during the synthesizing process, the organic plant material is a main 
starting material for making synthetic diamonds in the claimed methods, and there would be no 
diamonds without the organic plant material. The fact that synthetic diamonds made from 

33 Examiner’s Answer at p. 6. 

34 The Grizenko Declaration at If 8. 

35 Examiner’s Answer at p. 6. 

36 Id. 

37 Specification at p. 13, lines 7-23 and p. 13, line 31 to p. 14, line 8; Appeal Brief 
at pp. 3-4, 6, and 8. 
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organic plant material according to the claims have distinct “signatures” that are unique to the 
organic plant material and different from synthetic diamonds made from other types of starting 
materials further demonstrates that the diamonds are indeed synthesized directly from the 
organic plant material. Thus, the Examiner’s statement that the diamonds are not synthesized 
directly from a plant is incorrect and is akin to claiming that a cake is not made directly from 
flour. 

Accordingly, for the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief, and for the further reasons 
above, all obviousness rejections of the claims should be reversed. 
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4. CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing and the Appeal Brief, Appellant respectfully requests 
that the rejections of claims 1-3, 5-13, 15, 17, and 19-23 be reversed and that these claims be 
allowed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

3 n-oX 

Date Allan A. Fanucci (Reg. No. 30,256) 

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 

Customer No. 28765 
212-294-3311 
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Appendix A — Claims Appendix 



The claims on appeal are: 

1 . A method of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift which 
comprises: selecting a gift that includes organic plant material, wherein the gift has ephemeral 
beauty and symbolizes the feelings of a gift-giver toward a recipient; transforming the ephemeral 
beauty of the gift to a more permanent or eternal manifestation that symbolizes the feelings of 
the gift-giver toward the recipient by initially converting the organic material of the gift into 
carbon or a carbon-containing compound that is suitable for preparing a synthetic diamond, and 
then converting the carbon or carbon-containing compound under suitable pressure and 
temperature conditions to form a gem quality synthetic diamond; wherein the synthetic diamond 
is formed with a color that is the same as that of the gift. 

2. The method of claim 1 , wherein the carbon is graphite. 

3. The method of claim 1, wherein the carbon-containing compound is 

methane. 

4. (Cancelled) 

5. The method of claim 1 , wherein the organic plant material is an edible or 
non-edible plant, bush, or tree or a fruit or vegetable produced thereby. 

6. The method of claim 5, wherein the organic plant material is a flower and 
the color of the synthetic diamond is the same as that of the flower. 

7. The method of claim 6, wherein the flower is a rose. 

8. The method of claim 1 , wherein the gift is a proposed gift and only the 

diamond is bestowed upon the recipient. 



A-l 
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9. The method of claim 1 , wherein the gift is first given to the recipient and 
the organic material of the gift is later converted into the synthetic diamond. 

10. The method of claim 1 , wherein both the gift and the synthetic diamond 
symbolize feelings of love from the gilt-giver toward the recipient. 

1 1 . The method of claim 1 , wherein the synthetic diamond has a white, red, 
pink, yellow or blue color. 

12. The method of claim 1, which further comprises bestowing the synthetic 
diamond on the recipient to signify an important occasion. 

1 3 . The method of claim 12, wherein the occasion is a proposal of marriage, 
an anniversary, a holiday, or the recipient’s birthday. 

14. (Cancelled) 

15. A method of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift which 
comprises: selecting a gift of organic plant material having ephemeral beauty and that 
symbolizes the feelings of a gift-giver toward a recipient, transforming the ephemeral beauty of 
the organic plant material to a more permanent or eternal manifestation of such beauty as well as 
the feelings of the gift-giver toward the recipient by initially converting the organic plant 
material of the gift into carbon or a carbon-containing compound that is suitable for preparing a 
synthetic diamond, and then converting the carbon or carbon-containing compound under 
suitable pressure and temperature conditions to form a gem quality synthetic diamond as a 
combined gift of the organic plant material and diamond; wherein the organic plant material has 
a perceivable color and is a plant, bush, or tree or a fruit or vegetable produced thereby, and the 
synthetic diamond is formed with a color that is the same as that of the gift. 

16. (Cancelled) 
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17. A method of making a more permanent remembrance from a gift which 
comprises: selecting a gift of a flower or flowers having a color and ephemeral beauty and that 
symbolizes the feelings of a gift-giver toward a recipient; transforming the ephemeral beauty of 
the flower(s) to a more permanent or eternal manifestation of such beauty as well as the feelings 
of the gift-giver toward the recipient by initially converting the flower(s) into carbon or a carbon- 
containing compound that is suitable for preparing a synthetic diamond, and then converting the 
carbon or carbon-containing compound under suitable pressure and temperature conditions to 
form a gem quality synthetic diamond; wherein the synthetic diamond is formed with a color that 
is the same as that of the gift. 

18. (Cancelled) 

19. The method of claim 17, wherein the synthetic diamond has a white, red, 
pink, yellow or blue color. 

20. The method of claim 19, wherein the flower(s) comprises rose(s). 

2 1 . The method of claim 1 5, wherein the synthetic diamond has a white, red, 
pink, yellow or blue color. 

22. The method of claim 21, wherein the organic plant material comprises a 
flower or flowers. 

23. The method of claim 22, wherein the flower(s) comprises rose(s). 
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